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5HSURGXFLQJWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶JHQGHULQJGRPRSROLWLFV 
 
Introduction 
In October 2016, iWZDVUHSRUWHGWKDW6W*HRUJH¶V+RVSLWDOLQ/RQGRQZLOOUHTXLUHWKDW
pregnant women prove their entitlement to free NHS care when accessing non-emergency 
PHGLFDOVHUYLFHV5HSRUWVVXJJHVWWKDWWKHVHPHDVXUHVPLJKWLQFOXGHZRPHQWU\LQJWRµERRN¶D
bed for labour at a future date (BBC News 2016c; Donnelly 2016). This scheme brings together 
VHYHUDOWUHQGVLQUHFHQWLPPLJUDWLRQSROLF\WKHH[SDQVLRQRIWKHµERUGHU¶LQWRLQVWLWXWLRQVDQG
daily life; increasing restrictions around migrants accessing welfare state services; and the 
FRQVWUXFWLRQRISUHJQDQWPLJUDQWVDVSRVLQJVRPHNLQGRIWKUHDW,QKLVSDSHU³6HFXUH%RUGHUV
6DIH+DYHQ'RPRSROLWLFV´:LOOLDP:DOWHUV(2004) argues that the securitization of migration, 
as exemplified in the above example by the expansion of border checks to NHS facilities, 
FRQWULEXWHV WR WKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRI WKH8.DV WKH µQDWLRQDOKRPH¶ What Walters overlooks, 
however, is that liberal discourses of citizenship, have relied upon a gendered conceptualisation 
RIWKHµSULYDWHKRPH¶LQ RUGHUWRJLYHPHDQLQJWRWKHSROLWLFDOµSXEOLFVSKHUH¶(Pateman 1989; 
Erel 2011)7KHµSXEOLFVSKHUH¶WKHGRPDLQRIFLWL]HQVKDVEHHQKLVWRULFDOO\FRGHGDVPDOH
WKHµSULYDWHKRPH¶E\FRQWUDVWLVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKZRPHQ:RPHQKDYHEHHQFRQVWUXFWHGDV
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHPDLQWHQDQFHDQGUHSURGXFWLRQRIWKHµKRPH¶HYHQZKLOHWKHLUUHOHJDWLRQWR
WKHµSULYDWHVSKHUH¶KDVOHGWRWKHLUH[FOXVLRQIURPIXOOFLWL]HQVKLS(Pateman 1989; Lister 2003; 
Bakker 2007; Erel 2011).  Domopolitical policies both rely upon, and reinforce, this gendered 
QRWLRQRIFLWL]HQVKLSSURGXFLQJPLJUDQWZRPHQ¶VUHSURGXFWLYHSUDFWLFHVDVDOHJLWLPDWHDQG
necessary site of securitised state intervention, as part of a broader project constructing the 
QDWLRQDOµKRPH¶ 
 
For the purposes oIWKLVSDSHU,FRQFHSWXDOLVHPLJUDQWZRPHQ¶VUHSURGXFWLYHSUDFWLFHV
as including both biological reproduction, e.g., actually giving birth to children, and social 
UHSURGXFWLRQ:LWKUHJDUGWRWKHODWWHU,XVH/DVOHWW	%UHQQHU¶V(1989, 383) definition: 
[V]arious kinds of work-mental, manual, and emotional-aimed at providing 
the historically and socially, as well as biologically, defined care necessary 
to maintain existing life and to reproduce the next generation. 
This work should be understood as involving not only the reproduction of the labour force 
under capitalism, as in classical Marxist definitions (Katz 2001), but also those activities 
necessary for the inculcation of appropriate values and traditions to the next generation, thereby 
reproducing the ethnic and/or national collectivity (c.f. Yuval-Davis 1997). As I elaborate upon 
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EHORZHYHQDVWKLVZRUNKDVEHHQGHHPHGµSULYDWHQRWKLQJWRGRZLWKFLWL]HQVKLS¶(Pateman 
1989, 12) ZRPHQ¶V UHSURGXFWLYH DFWLYLWLHV DQG HVSHFLDOO\ PLJUDQW ZRPHQ¶V UHSURGuctive 
activities, have historically been a site of considerable public anxiety and intervention 
(Luibhéid 2006, 2013; Gedalof 2007; Tyler 2010, 2013; Erel 2011). Women have been often 
GLVFLSOLQHGWRHQVXUHWKH\UHSURGXFHWKHQH[WJHQHUDWLRQRIFLWL]HQVµFRUUHFWO\¶DOWKRXJKWKH
nature and impact of these regimes has varied according to how a particular woman is located 
within broader discourses of national identity and belonging. 
 
Immigration policies play an important role in the production of these discourses of 
national identity and belonging (Anderson 2013). The construction of certain migrants as 
potentially threatening to the nation-state is both underpinned by, and contributes to, an image 
RI WKH µJRRG¶ FLWL]HQ (see also Luibhéid 2013). The association between Britishness and 
whiteness (c.f. Gilroy 1987), for example, was produced and reinforced by successive 
Immigration Acts in the 1960s and 1970s.  These Acts restricted immigration from the Global 
South especially, on the grounds that Black and Asian migrants were WRRµFXOWXUDOO\GLIIHUHQW¶
to integrate into the UK (Bloch 2000; Samantrai 2002; Solomos 2003).  Constructions of  
masculinity and femininity played an important role in these racialised discourses of µculture¶; 
WRTXRWH6DPDQWUDLµSURPLVFXRXVVH[XDOLW\KLJKUDWHVRIELUWKDUUDQJHGPDUULDJH
WKH³WUDGLWLRQDO´RSSUHVVLRQRIZRPHQDQGVRIRUWK¶ZHUHXVHGµWRGHILQHDOLHQZD\VRIOLYLQJ¶
&ODVVZDVDQRWKHUFULWLFDOHOHPHQWRIWKLVUDFLDOL]DWLRQRIFLWL]HQVKLSDVLWZDV Black and Asian 
migrants who were singled out in both the media and government policy as placing an 
economic burden on the welfare state (Cohen 2002; Samantrai 2002; Solomos 2003; Squire 
2005), even as thousands were being recruited to work in welfare state jobs.   
 
While anxiety around migration is not new, it is only relatively recently that 
LPPLJUDWLRQKDVEHFRPHFRQVWUXFWHGDVDµSUREOHP¶WREHGHDOWZLWKWKURXJKVHFXULW\PHDVXUHV
(Bigo 2002; Andreas 2003; Walters 2004). The Blair government greatly expanded 
immigration detention, for example, which had previously been very rare (Fekete 2001; 
Solomos 2003; Bloch and Schuster 2005). Similarly, improvements in technology have 
enabled more sophisticated surveillance and identity -checking techniques, for example, the 
use of biometric passports (Bigo 2002; Sparke 2006; Vaughan-Williams 2010).  Furthermore, 
while race continues to be an important element of anxieties around immigration, criteria for 
entry and settlement into the UK are increasingly based on a neoliberal ideal of citizenship. 
,PPLJUDQWVDUHQRZH[SHFWHGWRµHDUQ¶WKHULJKWWRVWD\LQWKH8.E\GHPRQVWUDWLQJQHROLEHUDO
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qualities such as independence, self-sufficiency, and economic productivity (Anderson 2013; 
Lonergan 2015; Sirriyeh 2015).   
 
I begin this article by reviewing Walters¶ (2004) work on domopolitics.  Walters (2004) 
FRQWHQGV WKDW ZH PXVW XQGHUVWDQG WKH VHFXULWL]DWLRQ RI PLJUDWLRQ DQG µWKH ERUGHU¶ DV
LQWHUWZLQHG ZLWK D SDUWLFXODU FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI WKH 8. DV WKH QDWLRQDO µKRPH¶ 8QGHU
GRPRSROLWLFVPLJUDQWVDUHµJXHVWV¶ZKRPXVWEHPRQLWRUHGDQGGLVFLSOLQHGWRHQVXUHµJRRG¶
behaviour (Walters 2004). The securitised disciplinary regimes to which migrants are subjected 
also contribute to the production of discourses of national belonging and citizenship (Walters 
2004; Anderson 2013). In particular, domopolitical policies produce the UK as the home of 
neoliberal citizens, who must be disciplined into autonomy, independence, and economic 
productivity. Walters¶ (2004) intervention is tremendously useful, but he does not discuss the 
gendered construction RIµKRPH¶ at the heart of liberal discourses of citizenship.  In the third 
section of the paper, I explore why this is a crucial oversight. :KLOHZRPHQ¶VUHSURGXFWLRQ
DFWLYLWLHVDUHFRGHGDV µSULYDWH¶DQGDSROLWLFDO WKHUH LV LQ IDFWD ORQJKLVWRU\RIGLVFLSOLQLQJ
women, citizens and migrants, to ensure they reproduce the nation-VWDWH µFRUUHFWO\¶ LQ
accordance with dominant discourses of belonging and citizenship. Women have been 
impacted differently, according to how they are constructed within these discourses. In the final 
seFWLRQRIWKLVSDSHU,XVHDJHQGHUHGOHQVRIDQDO\VLVWRGHPRQVWUDWHWKDWPLJUDQWZRPHQ¶V
reproductive practices are a central preoccupation of current domopolitical policies and 
GLVFRXUVHV:KLOHDQ[LHWLHVDERXWPLJUDQWZRPHQ¶VUHSURGXFWLYHDFWLYLWLHVDre not new, the 
emergence of domopolitics has greatly expanded the securitisation and disciplining of these 
activities.  Indeed, although ostensibly gender-neutral, domopolitics actually rely upon, and 
produce, a gendered construction of (neo)liberal citizenship and belonging. 
 
'RPRSROLWLFVVHFXULWL]DWLRQDQGWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶ 
,WLVRQO\UHODWLYHO\UHFHQWO\WKDWLPPLJUDWLRQKDVEHFRPHFRQVWUXFWHGDVDµSUREOHP¶WR
be dealt with through securitization (Bigo 2002; Walters 2004; Sparke 2006). In the UK 
context, this approach became prevalent under New Labour, for reasons which I will discuss 
below (Bloch & Schuster, 2005; Walters 2004). The securitisation of migration involves the 
use of advanced technology to intensify surveillance of migrants and borders, for example, the 
use of biometrics (Bigo 2002; Sparke 2006; Vaughan-Williams 2010). It is additionally 
characterised by the µdelocalization of the border¶ (Walters 2006, 193), whereby the functions 
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and duties of the border are undertaken by agents away from the physical border itself, both 
outside and inside the nation-state (Bigo 2002; Andreas 2003; Vaughan-Williams 2010).    
Controlling Our Borders: Making Migration Work for Britain, for example, suggests 
fingerprinting all visa applicants before they travel to the UK (Home Office 2005).  The British 
JRYHUQPHQWKDVDOVRDGRSWHGµLQWHUQDO¶ERUGHULQJH[SDQGLQJ WKHµVRUWLQJ¶VXUYHLOODQFHDQG
control functions of the border within UK territory (Home Office 2005, 2007; Darling 2011; 
Aliverti 2015; Nava 2015).  Under the 2014 and 2016 Immigration Acts, landlords as well as 
1+6 EDQN DQG '9/$ VWDII DUH QRZ H[SHFWHG WR YHULI\ D SURVSHFWLYH FOLHQW RU SDWLHQW¶V
immigration status before providing services, or letting a property (see also Aliverti 2015; Nava 
2015). 
 
 Domopolitics examines how this securitisation of migration,  and the external and 
LQWHUQDOH[SDQVLRQRIWKHERUGHUFRQWULEXWHWRWKHSURGXFWLRQRIWKH8.DVWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶
Walters (2004, 241) defines domopolitics as  
DQDQDO\WLFZKLFKFDSWXUHVFHUWDLQVLJQL¿FDQWIHDWXUHVDQGWHQGHQFLHVZLWKLQ
the political meaning and governance of security today. Domopolitics 
LPSOLHVDUHFRQ¿JXULQJRIWKHUHODWLRQVEHWZHHQFLWL]HQVKLSVWDWHDQG
territory. At its heart is a fateful conjunction of home, land and security. It 
rationalizes a series of security measures in the name of a particular 
conception of home. 
Securitization measures are necessary to protect our national home from outsiders. We may 
inYLWHJXHVWVLQEXWWKH\DUHH[SHFWHGWRDELGHE\WKHµKRXVH¶UXOHVDQGZLOOEHDVNHGWROHDYH
LIWKH\GRQRW0RUHRYHUZHPXVWHQVXUHWKDWWKHµULJKW¶PLJUDQWVDUHLQYLWHGLQDQGWKDWWKH\
arrive through appropriate channels, and behave in appropriate ways.  This relates to the second 
aspect of domopolitics as identified by Walters (2004, 242):  
«²domo as conquest, taming, subduing; a will to domesticate the forces 
ZKLFKWKUHDWHQWKHVDQFWLW\RIKRPH«WKHKRPHODQGEHFRPHVWKHKRPH
front, one amongst many sites in a multifaceted struggle. 
0DLQWDLQLQJDQGSURWHFWLQJµRXU¶QDWLRQDOµKRPH¶WKHUHIRUHQRWRQO\UHTXLUHVWKHVHFXULWL]DWLRQ
of the border, but also the proliferation of these measures throughout the national territory in 
order to ensure that guests are properly identified, disciplined, and if necessary, expelled.  
 
Domopolitics therefore involves the production of various categories of guests, with 
differing levels of desirability, and subject to differing regimes of securitization. Darling (2011, 
266) argues that domopolitical logic  
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produc[es] both the categories of position through which individuals are 
sorted and understood and the route or pathway of response which such 
positions imply, as categories of position come to be linked to particular 
responses in terms of case management, welfare entitlements and the 
provision of accommodation and services. 
$PLJUDQWFDQWUDYHOWRWKH8.RQD7LHUµ(QWUHSUHQHXU¶YLVDRUDVDVSRXVHRUDVD(XURSHDQ
migrant exercising freedom of movement; or as an asylum seeker. However, a migrant can 
RQO\EHLQRQHFDWHJRU\LIRQHFRPHVWRWKH8.DVDVSRXVHWKLVGHILQHVRQH¶VUHODWLRQVKLS
with the state and the immigration system, even if one is a highly-skilled surgeon.  Furthermore, 
HDFKSDUWLFXODUµFDWHJRU\¶RI migrant comes with its own relationship to the government and 
the welfare state, and to various securitization and disciplinary regimes. Those on work and 
spousal visas, for example, are denied access to public funds, and this must be enforced by 
employees of the Job Centre. Domopolitical policies also produce the pathways by which 
µJXHVWV¶FDQEHFRPHIXOO-IOHGJHGPHPEHUVRIWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶LHFLWL]HQV0LJUDQWVPXVW
fulfil certain criteria to qualify for settlement, and these may vary depending on their particular 
µFDWHJRU\¶VRasylum seekers are more or less forbidden from working, 1 while a migrant on 
a work permit must maintain employment at her sponsoring company. 
 
It is not only migrants who are produced by domopolitical policies; as Anderson (2013, 
2) DUJXHVµclose attention to the border (physical and metaphorical) reveals much about how 
we make sense of ourselves¶(see also Luibhéid 2013).  Who is allowed to enter and settle in 
the UK, and on what terms, contributes to the construction of WKH8.DVDµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶  To 
quote Anderson (2013, 99): 
The ways in which individuals become citizens, and who is able to become 
a citizen, reveal ideals of citizenship, membership and statehood in specific 
states, and how the nation/state community is imagined. In this way, formal 
and substantive citizenship are inextricably linked and we can see 
FLWL]HQVKLS¶V PRUDO VSDFH D VSDFH WKDW H[WHQGV EH\RQG WKH 0LJUDQW WR
encompass migrant and citizen alike.  
Domopolitical regimes seek to discipline migrants LQWR EHKDYLQJ DV µLGHDO FLWL]HQV¶ DQG LQ
doing so, contribute to wider discourses about belonging, identity and citizenship (Anderson 
2013; Luibhéid 2013)µ*RRG¶PLJUDQWVDUHWKRVHZKRµILW¶ERWKWKURXJKWKHLUEHKDYLRXUDQG
                                                          
1
 Asylum seekers can apply for the right to work if they have been waiting over 12 months for a decision to be 
made about their case (or about further submissions made after a refusal) and they are not considered 
responsible for the delay in the decision (Gower +RZHYHUWKH\FDQRQO\WDNHXSMREVRQWKHµVKRUWDJH
RFFXSDWLRQOLVW¶,QSUDFWLFHLWLVYHU\UDUHIRUasylum seekers to secure the right to work and take up 
employment (Lewis et al. 2014). 
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through other characteristics, like ethnicity, with aspirational discourses of citizenship; that is, 
ZKRZHµZDQW¶WREH$WWKHVDPHWLPHWKHH[FOXVLRQRIFHUWDLQJURXSVRIPLJUDQWVSRLQWVWR
ZKRZHFRXOGµQHYHU¶EHDQGLQGRLQJVRDFWVDVDQHJDWLYHLPDJHRIQDWLRQDOGLVFRXUVHVof 
identity. Thus, the exclusion of ethnic minority migrants through Immigration Acts in the 1960s 
and 1970s, discussed in the introduction, affirmed racialised discourses associating Britishness 
with whiteness.  
 
 Importantly, though, immigration controls are not the only policies that contribute to 
WKH FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI WKH µQDWLRQDO KRPH¶ /RUHWWD 5RVV (2006) notes the parallels between 
immigration policies and discourses, and those around state support (or lack thereof) for 
biological reproduction, e.g. access to maternity care, or welfare support for low-income 
families.  Both types of policies DUHXQGHUSLQQHGE\DQGUHLQIRUFHDFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHµLGHDO
FLWL]HQ¶5HVWULFWLQJVWDWHVXSSRUWWRORZ-income parents with more than 2 children, or limiting 
FHUWDLQZRPHQ¶VDFFHVVWRIUHHPDWHUQLW\FDUH, sends a clear message about who can be trusted 
to reproduce the next generation of citizens, ZKRFDQKHOSEXLOGWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶(Lonergan 
2012; Ross 2006; Solinger 2001).  Consequently, such policies and discourses can also be 
understood as domopolitical.  Furthermore, as I discuss in the final section of this paper, 
immigration policies and discourses can involve state intervention into biological and social 
reproduction. 
 
Domopolitics and neoliberalism 
Domopolitical policies and discourses, under both New Labour and the Coalition2 
government, were underpinned by, and contributed WRWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHµLGHDOFLWL]HQ¶DV
the neoliberal FLWL]HQ DQG WKH 8. DV WKH µQDWLRQDO KRPH¶ RI neoliberal citizens. Under 
neoliberalism, the ideal citizen is independent, autonomous, self-managing, entrepreneurial, 
and financially productive (Brown 2005; 2015; Nyers 2004; Rose 1999; van Houdt et al. 2011). 
Whereas post-war Keynsian discourses treated welfare state benefits as an entitlement of 
citizenship, under neoliberalism, social rights must be earned, by demonstrating the 
aforementioned qualities (Nyers 2004; Rose 1999; van Houdt et al. 2011).  Hence, for example, 
                                                          
2 After the 2010 UK General Election left no party with an overall majority in parliament, the Conservative 
party (which had the most seats) and the Liberal Democrats entered into a Coalition.  The Liberal Democrats 
agreed to vote with the Conservatives until the next general election, allowing the Coalition to function as a 
majority government. 
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the increasing obligations put on those in receipt of Job 6HHNHU¶V$OORZDQFHWRµSURYH¶WKDW
they are sufficiently committed to finding a job.   
 
1HZ /DERXU¶V SROLF\ GRFXPHQWV FRQVWUXFWHG WKH µJRRG¶ PLJUDQW DV WKH QHROLEHUDO
migrant. The Blair government diverged from previous DGPLQLVWUDWLRQV¶portrayal of migrants 
as a problem, arguing that highly-skilled migrants could bring economic benefits. The White 
paper, Secure Borders, Safe Haven, argues that µ[m]igration brings huge benefits: increased 
skills, enhanced levels of economic activity, cultural diversity and global links¶, and that one 
of the key goals of immigration policy should be  to µensure that [the UK] has the people it 
QHHGVWRSURVSHULQWKHZRUOGHFRQRP\«¶(Home Office 2002,  9 and 11).  Nonetheless, the 
FULWHULD WR TXDOLI\ DV D µKLJKO\-VNLOOHG¶ PLJUDQW ZHUH YHU\ VWULFW DQG SROLF\ GRFXPHQWV
suggested that those who could not meet this criteria would be an economic burden (Home 
Office 2002;Yuval-Davis et al. 2005).  Furthermore, New Labour also betrayed significant 
concerns about the supposed cultural and security threat posed by certain migrants, especially 
ethnic minority and Muslim migrants (McGhee 2005, 2009; Worley 2005; Yuval-Davis et al. 
2005; Gedalof 2007; Fortier 2010; Tyler 2013; Kundnani 2014).  These tensions were resolved 
through the managed migration  paradigm.   
 
Under managed migration, the securitized border acted as a filter, excluding 
µXQGHVLUDEOH¶PLJUDQWVZKLOHVLPXOWDQHRXVO\DOORZLQJWKHIORZRIJRRGVDQGVNLOOHGSHRSOH
required by neoliberal capitalism (Andreas 2003; Sparke 2006; Andrijasevic 2009; Vaughan-
Williams 2010). The goal of immigration policy was to produce migrants that displayed 
neoliberal qualities, such as autonomy, independence, and economic productivity. Thus, in 
2002, the Blair government introduced the Highly Skilled Migrants Program, designed to allow 
the immigration, without a prior job offer in place, of µindividuals with exceptional personal 
skills and experience¶ (IND 2003, 2). The Highly Skilled Migrants program was gradually 
replaced from 2008 by a points-based immigration system for migrants hoping to work or study 
in the UK.  Tier 1 (GenerDOXQGHUWKLVVFKHPHHQDEOHGµHighly skilled individuals to contribute 
to growth and productivity¶ (Home Office 2006) to enter the UK under the same terms as the 
HSMP. In both cases, the criteria were based on age, level of education, UK experience, and 
previous earnings.   
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Publicly, the Coalition government downplayed any potential economic benefits of 
migration, instead insisting on the need for a net reduction Cameron (2011). 3  However, in 
practice, the Coalition government increased the securitisation of migration while re-
emphasising the expectation that migrants demonstrate the neoliberal qualities of autonomy, 
entrepreneurialism, and economic productivity. The Tier 1 (General) category of the points-
based immigration system was scrapped because, according to then-Home Secretary Theresa 
May (2010), µ[a]t least 30% of Tier 1 migrants work in low-skilled occupations such as stacking 
shelves, driving taxis or working as security guards and VRPHGRQ¶WKDYHDMREDWDOO¶ However, 
May (2010) hoped to attract more migrants in the RWKHU 7LHU  FDWHJRULHV µ,QYHVWRU¶
µ(QWUHSUHQHXU¶ DQG µ([FHSWLRQDO 7DOHQW¶ FKDUDFWHULVLQJ WKHP DV µZHDOWK FUHDWRUV¶ The 
Coalition also introduced the 2012 Family Migration Rules, which require that anyone seeking 
to sponsor a spouse from a non-EU country have an annual income of at least £18,600, rising 
to £22,400 to sponsor a child and a spouse, and increasing by £2,400 for each additional child 
(Home Office 2012, 6).  This amount was chosen because it is the point at which a couple no 
longer qualifies for income-related benefits (Home Office 2012, 16).  The right to live with a 
migrant spouse in the UK is thus dependent on demonstrating financial autonomy (Anderson 
2013, Lonergan 2015, Sirriyeh 2015).   
 
Domopolitical policies and discourses thereby restricted entry and settlement, and 
therefore eventual citizenship, to those migrants who could demonstrate the qualities of 
µQHROLEHUDOFLWL]HQVKLS¶)ROORZLQJAnderson¶V (2013) argument that migrants are expected to 
EHµVXSHUFLWL]HQV¶WKHVHSROLFLHVSURGXFHGWKH8.DVWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶RIQHROLEHUDOFLWL]HQV
Indeed, it was not only migrants who were disciplined by these policies; sponsoring a spouse 
requires a UK citizen to perform neoliberal citizenship by demonstrating sufficient economic 
productivity. Moreover, these immigration controls must be situated within a range of other 
policies, notably those related to access to the welfare state, which similarly can be read as 
attempting to produce neoliberal citizens.  Domopolitical policies serve as tools of neoliberal 
governmentality, for immigrants and citizens.  
 
Gender and Domopolitics 
WLWKµGRPRSROLWLFV¶:DOWHUV(2004) provides a lens through which to analyse how the 
securitization of migration contributes to the construction of discourses of national identity and 
                                                          
3 dŚĞŶŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚŶĞǀĞƌĐĂŵĞĐůŽƐĞƚŽĨƵůĨŝůůŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌƉƌŽŵŝƐĞƚŽƌĞĚƵĐĞŶĞƚŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞ ?ƚĞŶƐ
ŽĨƚŚŽƵƐĂŶĚƐ ?(Portes 2015). 
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belonging, and following this, how immigration policy can be a form of governmentality. 
However, Walters (2004) does not incorporate a consideration of the role of gender in this 
SURFHVV7KLVLVXQIRUWXQDWHEHFDXVHDVQRWHGDJHQGHUHGGLFKRWRP\LQYROYLQJµWKHKRPH¶
lies at the heart of modern liberal citizenship (Pateman 1989; Lister 2003; Erel 2011).  Pateman 
(1989) DUJXHVWKDWXQGHUOLEHUDOLVPµWKHSROLWLFDO¶ LVFRQVWUXFWHGDV WDNLQJSODFHZLWKLQWKH
µSXEOLF VSKHUH¶  +RZHYHU WKLV µSXEOLF VSKHUH¶ GHSHQGV IRU FRKHUHQFH RQ D FRQWUDVWLQJ
DSROLWLFDO µSULYDWH VSKHUH¶  7KH IDPLO\ µKRPH¶ LV FRQVWUXFWHG DV EHlonging in this private 
sphere, and is therefore held to be outside of politics. Moreover, this binary is gendered, with 
WKH SROLWLFDO µSXEOLF¶ VSKHUH FRGHG DV WKH GRPDLQ RI PHQ DQG LWV QHFHVVDU\ RSSRVLWH WKH
µSULYDWH¶ VSKHUH DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK ZRPHQ (Pateman 1989; Lister 2003; Erel 2011). This 
SXEOLFSULYDWHGLFKRWRP\XQGHUSLQVZRPHQ¶VKLVWRULFDOH[FOXVLRQIURPIXOOOLEHUDOFLWL]HQVKLS
for example, the right to vote (Pateman 1989).  It is important to note, though, that liberal 
citizenship was shaped by other power structures, such as race and class, so that certain groups 
of men were similarly excluded; for example, prior to 1918 property restrictions prevented 
many men from voting in UK elections (Foot 2005).  Additionally, different groups of women 
experienced exclusion from liberal citizenship differently, depending on their social location; 
Anderson (2013, 96-97) notes µ[a]WFHUWDLQWLPHVDQGXQGHUFHUWDLQUHJLPHVERWKPDVWHU¶VZLIH
and slave were not legally recognized as full persons, yet a wife was not the same as a slave.¶  
1RQHWKHOHVV ZRPHQ¶V DVVRFLDWLRQ ZLWK WKH DSROLWLFDO µSULYDWH¶ VSKHUH KDG VLJQLILFDQW
implications for how they were constructed within discourses of liberal citizenship.  As 
Cisneros (2013, 292-293) argues 
 Women have been cast as maternal producers of citizens rather than 
citizens in their own right, and have historically been denied the political 
relevance, rights, and participation of the male citizen. 
 
Leading on from their role LQWKHVRFLDOUHSURGXFWLRQRIWKHµSULYDWHKRPH¶ZRPHQDUH
also frequently constructed as responsible for the biological and social reproduction of the 
nation (Anthias and Yuval-Davis 1992; Yuval-Davis 1997; Erel 2011).  Women are expected 
to give birth WRDQGUDLVHWKHQH[WJHQHUDWLRQRIFLWL]HQVDQGLQFXOFDWHWKHPZLWKµRXU¶QDWLRQDO
YDOXHV  $ SDUDGR[ HPHUJHV KHUH ZRPHQ¶V ELRORJLFDO VRFLDO UHSURGXFWLRQ DFWLYLWLHV DUH
DVVRFLDWHGDSROLWLFDOµSULYDWH¶VSKHUHEXWEHFDXVHWKHVHDFWLYLWLHVUHSURGXFHWKH nation-state, 
they have historically been, and continue to be, the site of intense public anxiety and 
intervention.  These interventions have been shaped by discourses of national belonging and 
identity, and women (and their children) have been impacted differently according to how they 
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are constructed by these discourses.  In the 1970s and 1980s, for example, middle-class white 
women in the UK reported difficulties in obtaining the consent of two doctors in order to get 
an abortion; Black feminists, by contrast, wrote of being pressured into having abortions 
(Samantrai 2002; Hoggart 2003).  Black feminists linked this treatment to racialised discourses 
of Britishness that devalued Black children (Samantrai, 2002). 
 
Because women are constructed as responsible for reproducing the nation, migrant 
ZRPHQ¶VUHSURGXFWLYHDFWLYLWLHVKDYHORQJEHHQDNH\VLWHRIVWDWHDQ[LHW\DQGLQWHUYHQWLRQLQ
the UK and other liberal nation-states (Luibhéid 2006, 2013; Gedalof 2007; Tyler 2010, 2013; 
Erel 2011; Marchesi 2012). Discussing the Italian context, for example,  Marchesi (2012, 173) 
points out: 
[W]hile there is a broad (although not universal) consensus that Italy needs 
more children, it is native Italians who are being hailed in demographic 
discourses. The reproduction of immigrants, in contrast, is construed as a 
problematic and even dangerous contribution to the nation. 
Similarly, Gedalof (2007) notes that, in discussions around Secure Borders, Safe Haven, µWKH
migrant woman¶ Zas frequently constructed as SDVVLQJ RQ µKHU FXOWXUH¶ KRPRJHQRXV DQG
unchanging) onto her children, preventing them from ever integrating and thus disrupting 
µVRFLDOFRKHVLRQ¶. Because they are not citizens, migrant women must be disciplined to ensure 
they can nonetheless raise citizens and reproduce the nation-state. Indeed, as noted previously, 
PLJUDQWV DUH RIWHQ H[SHFWHG WR EHKDYH DFFRUGLQJ WR GLVFRXUVHV RI WKH µLGHDO¶ FLWL]Hn, and 
WKHUHIRUHPLJUDQWZRPHQDUHH[SHFWHGWREHµLGHDO¶PRWKHUVRIµLGHDO¶FKLOGUHQ   
 
Importantly, the extent to which an individual migrant woman is perceived as a threat, 
and her reproductive activities disciplined, depends on her social location with regard to 
discourses around citizenship, national identity and belonging. The racialisation of citizenship 
in the UK, for example, has meant that ethnic minority migrant women have been especially 
seen to be threatening the integrity of the UK nation-sWDWH WKURXJK WKHLU µSUREOHPDWLF¶
reproductive practices.  Yuval-Davis et al. (2005) note that official discussion around Secure 
Borders, Safe Haven, included the suggestion that a lack of English language skills on the part 
of mothers and grandmothers of British Asian men contributed to the 2001 disturbances in 
Bradford, Burnley, and Oldham. Ethnic minority migrant women were thus held responsible 
IRUWKHLUFKLOGUHQDQGJUDQGFKLOGUHQEHKDYLQJDVµEDG¶FLWLzens. 
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The implementation of neoliberal economic policies, and the concomitant emergence 
of neoliberal discourses of citizenship in the UK, has influenced the construction and 
GLVFLSOLQLQJRIZRPHQ¶VUHSURGXFWLYHDFWLYLWLHV$VXQGHUFODVVLFDOOLEHUDOLVPZRPHQFRQWLQXH
WR EH DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK WKH SULYDWH µKRPH¶ DQG GHHPHG UHVSRQVLEOH IRU LWV UHSURGXFWLRQ DQG
PDLQWHQDQFH  ,QGHHG WKLV JHQGHUHG FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI WKH µKRPH¶ KDV DFWXDOO\ EHFRPH PRUH
pronounced under neoliberalism.  Welfare state retrenchment has resulted in governments 
cutting back or privatising state-sponsored caring support (e.g., respite homes for those with 
severe learning difficulties);  because of the historical association between women and care 
ZRUNLWLVZRPHQZKRDUHQRZH[SHFWHGWRSURYLGHWKHVHVHUYLFHVIUHHRIFKDUJHLQµSULYDWH¶
(Bakker 2007). 4  Yet, this social reproduction work is simultaneously devalued as non-
economically productive, and consequently, undertaking this work is not seen demonstrating 
WKHTXDOLWLHVRIµJRRG¶QHROLEHUDOFLWL]HQVKLS(Bakker 2007).  Neoliberalism has thus reinforced 
WKHSDUDGR[ZKHUHE\VRFLDOUHSURGXFWLRQLVFRQVLGHUHGDZRPDQ¶VµGXW\¶DQG\HWDOVRGRHVQRW
TXDOLI\RQHIRUµIXOO¶FLWL]HQVKLS$GGLWLRQDOO\DVGRPRSROLWLFDOSROLFLHVKDYHFRQVWUXFWHGWKH
UK as the home of neoliberal citizens, ZRPHQ¶VGXW\WRµUHSURGXFHWKHQDWLRQDOKRPH¶QRZ
involves raising children to be autonomous, independent, and economically productive (De 
Benedictis 2012; Lonergan 2015).   As I discuss in the final section of this paper, domopolitical 
policies consequently target PLJUDQW ZRPHQ¶V UHSURGXFWLYH SUDFWLFHV DV OHJLWLPDWH DQG
necessary, sites of state intervention. Migrant women must be disciplined to ensure they are 
reproducing the neoliberal national home. 
 
Gender, reproduction, and domopolitics in recent immigration policies 
 Domopolitics both relies on, and reinforces, gendered (neo)liberal constructions of 
citizenship. Domopolitical policies and discourses function as tools of governmentality, 
GLVFLSOLQLQJ PLJUDQWV LQWR EHKDYLQJ DV µLGHDO¶ FLWL]HQV DQG WKHUHE\ SURGucing the UK as a 
µQDWLRQDO KRPH¶   7KLV QHFHVVLWDWHV VHFXULWLVHG LQWHUYHQWLRQ LQWR DQG GLVFLSOLQLQJ RI WKH
activities of those responsible for reproducing this home, and raising the next generation of 
citizens. Even where policies are ostensibly gender-neutral, closer examination reveals a tacit 
understanding that it is women who are responsible for reproduction, and consequently, a 
potential threat WRWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶$ZRPDQ¶VSHUFHLYHGILWQHVVWRUHSURGXFHWKLVKRPHLV
often dependant on how she is located within dominant, racialised, neoliberal discourses of 
                                                          
4 More ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞĚǁŽŵĞŶŚĂǀĞĂůƐŽďĞĞŶĂďůĞƚŽ ?ŽƵƚƐŽƵƌĐĞ ?ƚŚŝƐůĂďŽƵƌƚŽƚŚĞůĞƐƐƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞĚ ?ŚƌĞŶƌĞŝĐŚ
2002). 
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national identity and citizenship. While it is beyond the scope of this paper, it is important to 
note that the reproductive activities of British citizens may also be subject to state intervention. 
The recent requirement that women who wish to claim tax credits for more than two children 
prove that the additional children were conceived through rape (Walker 2017) can be read as 
disciplining poor women so that they are not using welfare state VHUYLFHVWKH\KDYHQ¶WµHDUQHG¶
1RQHWKHOHVVDVµRXWVLGHUV¶WKHDELOLW\RIPLJUDQWZRPHQWRµFRUUHFWO\¶UHSURGXFHWKHQDWLRQ-
state is always in question, especially LI WKH\ GR QRW µILW¶ ZLWK EURDGHU GLVFRXUVHV DURXQG
citizenship. The reproductive activities of ethnic minority migrant women, for example, are 
understood as particularly problematic because of the association between Britishness and 
whiteness.  Furthermore, migrant women are subjected to different disciplinary regimes 
depending on how they aUH µFDWHJRULVHG¶ XQGHU LPPLJUDWLRQ SROLF\. 0LJUDQW ZRPHQ¶V
reproductive activities are thus constructed as a legitimate, and indeed necessary, site of 
securitised state intervention.  
 
7KHµSUHJQDQWPLJUDQW¶ 
7KHILJXUHRIWKHµSUHJQDQWPLJUDQW¶DSSHDUVLQdomopolitical policies and discourses 
DVSDUWLFXODUO\WKUHDWHQLQJDQGµXQGHVLUDEOH¶6KHLVSRUWUD\HGDVXQGHUPLQLQJWKHµQDWLRQDO
KRPH¶ WKURXJKKHUK\SHU-fertility.  In March 2015, in the House of Lords, Lord Bates, the 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of SWDWHIRUWKH&RDOLWLRQJRYHUQPHQWVDLGµ)RUWKHFDOHQGDU
year of 2013, births in the UK to non-UK born mothers accounted for 25% of all live births. 
That is why we need to reduce immigration.¶5 In the same vein, the Daily Express ran an article 
in NovembeUZLWKWKHKHDGOLQHµ3RSXODWLRQVRDUVGXHWRIRUHLJQIDPLO\EDE\ERRP¶(Hall 
2014)7KHµSUHJQDQWPLJUDQW¶LVDOVRSRUWUD\HGDVSRVLQJDQXQGXHHFRQRPLFEXUGHQA 2008 
BBC news article, titled µ1+6µQRWUHDG\IRULPPLJUDWLRQ¶DVVHUWHGWKDWµThe NHS is spending 
£350m a year to provide maternity services for foreign-born mothers, £200m more than a 
decade ago¶(DVWRQ6LPLODUO\WKHµSUHJQDQWPLJUDQW¶IHDWXUHVSURPLQHQWO\LQSROLFLHV
DQGGLVFRXUVHVDURXQGµKHDOWKWRXULVP¶µNew arrivals on visitor visas seeking immediate or 
major treatment including maternity services¶ were listed as an example of people who would 
be charged for NHS services under the 2014 Immigration Act (Department of Health 2013).  It 
LVQRWVLPSO\WKDWµSUHJQDQWPLJUDQW¶LVXQGHUPLQLQJWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶E\KDYLQJµWRRPDQ\¶
EDELHVVKHDOVRIDLOLQJWRDFWDVDµUHVSRQVLEOH¶QHROLEHUDOFLWL]HQVXVLQJZHOIDUHVWDWHVHUYLFHV
she has not earned.   
                                                          
5
 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldhansrd/text/150316-0001.htm#1503166000476 
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Unsurprisingly, real-OLIH SUHJQDQW PLJUDQWV DUH SDUWLFXODUO\ WDUJHWHG E\ µGHORFDOLsed 
ERUGHU¶ PHDVXUHV LQ KRVSLWDOV $V QRWHG DERYH LQ 2FWREHU  6W *HRUJH¶V KRVSLWDO LQ
/RQGRQDQQRXQFHGDSLORWVFKHPHEDFNHGE\WKH+RPH2IILFHZKHUHE\SUHJQDQWZRPHQ¶V
passports would be checked to verify their right to access non-emergency antenatal and 
maternal care free of charge on the NHS. It was not clear what would happen to women without 
appropriate documentation (BBC News 2016c; Donnelly 2016).6  In practice, migrants are 
LPSDFWHGGLIIHUHQWO\GHSHQGLQJRQWKHLULPPLJUDWLRQµFDWHJRU\¶ZLWKXQGRFXPHQWHGPLJUDQWV
and failed asylum seekers not entitled to free care on the NHS. Placing domopolitics within the 
context of gendered constructions of citizenship allows us to understand why pregnant migrants 
are particularly targeted by these policies and discourses, to the point of potentially 
endangering their lives and that of their unborn children. 7  Pregnant migrants must be 
disciplined to ensure they are not threatenLQJWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶HLWKHUE\KDYLQJµWRRPDQ\¶
children, or by using welfare state services irresponsibly and posing an economic burden. 
 
Spousal visas 
7KHVFDUHILJXUHRIWKHµSUHJQDQWPLJUDQW¶LVYHU\FOHDUO\JHQGHUHGDVDZRPDQDQGWKH
above domopolitical discourses and policies target women, especially those constructed as 
otherwise unfit in dominant narratives of belonging, e.g. undocumented migrants. Other 
policies, however, are ostensibly gender neutral, but may rely on a tacit understanding that 
women are responsible for biological and social reproduction, and/or may reinforce such an 
understanding.  This can be seen in the 2012 Family Migration Rules. Under these rules, a 
person on a spousal visa must pass the Life in the UK test and an English language and speaking 
qualification level at B1 in order to qualify for Indefinite Leave to Remain (Home Office 
2012).8  The Rules make it clear that a person on a spousal visa can be deported, regardless of 
their marriage to a British citizen, if they fail to comply with these requirements. This policy 
is not explicitly gendered; however, most people on a spousal visa are women (Blinder 2017), 
so women will be disproportionately affected by these changes.  
                                                          
6 At present, pregnant migrants are entitled maternity care, but, if they do not qualify for free care, may be 
charged for it afterwards.  According to Maternity Action (2017), pregnant migrants who are not eligible for free 
care, but cannot pay, cannot be turned away by hospitals. However, the pilot at St. GHRUJH¶VVXJJHVWVWKLVSROLF\
may be under revision. 
7 Research suggest that the current system of charging for maternity services deters women from accessing care 
until late in their pregnancies, putting their health, and the health of their child, at risk (JCHR 2007, Bragg 2008)  
8
 Prior to the implementation of the 2012 Rules, only one of these was mandatory (Home Office 2012). 
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Furthermore, these requirements must be placed within wider discourses that call into 
question (racialized) migrant mothers¶ DELOLW\WRUHSURGXFHµ%ULWLVK¶FKLOGUHQDQGFLWH(QJOLVK
language fluency as a particular concern.  In January 2016, then- Prime Minister David 
Cameron promised £20 million to help Muslim migrant women learn English ± after years of 
severe cuts to ESOL funding ± in part because he argued that it would help to prevent terrorism 
(BBC News 2016b).  As discussed previously, it is specifically migrant women who are 
constructed as IDLOLQJWRUDLVHµLQWHJUDWHG¶FKLOGUHQ(Gedalof 2007), rather than migrant parents.  
It should additionally be noted that these concerns are racially coded: In an essay for The 
Guardian, for example, David Blunkett (2002), then the Home Secretary, bemoaned that µ[i]n 
as many as 30 per cent of Asian British households, according to the recent citizenship survey, 
English is not spoken at home¶. It is significant that it is Asian British households, rather than 
Italian households, that are constructed as a problem.    
 
The disciplinary effect of the English language requirement of the 2012 Rules can 
therefore only be understood within the context of broader discourses that construct racialised 
PLJUDQWZRPHQDVIDLOLQJWRUDLVHµLQWHJUDWHG¶FLWL]HQV:ithin that context, the requirement 
FDQEHUHDGDVGLVFLSOLQLQJPLJUDQWZRPHQWRHQVXUHWKDWWKH\SURGXFHµJRRG¶PHPEHUVRIWKH
nation-state (Lonergan 2015)0RUHRYHUZHPXVWQRWHWKDWQRWZLWKVWDQGLQJWKH&DPHURQ¶V
JRYHUQPHQW¶V  PLOOLRQ SOHGJH RYHUDll the Coalition government enacted severe cuts to 
ESOL funding (Shepherd 2011).  While it may seem contradictory to both discipline migrant 
women into learning English and simultaneously restrict their access to ESOL classes, this 
makes sense when we remember that domopolitical policies and discourses construct the UK 
as a neoliberal QDWLRQDO µKRPH¶ 7KH µJRRG¶ QHROLEHUDO PLJUDQW LV VHOI-sufficient, and can 
therefore learn English without state assistance (van Houdt et al. 2011; Soysal 2012; Lonergan 
2015).  The changes to the 2012 Rules therefore not only work to produce English-speaking 
migrant mothers, but independent and autonomous English-speaking migrant mothers.   
 
Additionally, as noted previously, the income requirements for the spousal visa were 
set at the point at which it was assumed a household would no longer qualify for income-related 
benefits. The government thus made financial autonomy a prerequisite for family life in the 
UK, where one partner is a migrant. Importantly, this also served to reinforce the devaluing of 
UHSURGXFWLRQ LQ ZRUN LQ WKDW XQSDLG ODERXU ZLWKLQ WKH KRPH ZRXOG RI FRXUVH QRW µFRXQW¶
towards the minimum income for sponsorship. In addition to this, the 2012 Rules greatly 
extended the time one must spend on a spousal visa before qualifying for Indefinite Leave to 
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Remain (ILR).  Prior to the 2012 Rules, a person on a spousal visa had to apply for ILR after 
two years. Now, she must renew her spousal visa after 30 months, and then must apply for ILR 
after 5 years (Home Office 2012).  At both points, the couple must meet the income 
requirements, which as noted above, increase for every child. These new Rules, it should be 
clear, are a significant expansion of government surveillance of, and intervention into, families 
ZKHUHRQHVSRXVHLVDPLJUDQW,QVKRUWWKH5XOHVDUHDVWULNLQJH[DPSOHRIWKHµGHORFDOL]DWLRQ¶
of the border.  
 
Furthermore, the income requirements at the 30 month and 5 year point mean that, in 
order to avoid deportation, a couple might postpone, or forego, having (additional) children, to 
ensure the requirements are met.  Again, these policies are ostensibly gender-neutral, but must 
be located within wider (neo)liberal discourses that construct women as responsible for 
biological and social reproduction.  As a consequence of these rules, for example, a woman 
may feel that she has to terminate a wanted pregnancy in order to ensure she, or her partner, 
can renew their spousal visa (Lonergan 2015). Moreover, these changes require migrants and 
WKHLUSDUWQHUVWREHKDYHDVµUHVSRQVLEOH¶QHROLEHUDOFLWL]HQVRQO\KDYLQJFKLOGUHQLIWKH\ZLOO
not require income-related benefits. Thus, the Family Migration Rules can be read as a tool of 
governmentality, one that seeks to produce neoliberal citizens, and one in which the 
reproductive practices of women on spousal visas (as well as those of British women with 
partners on spousal visas) are tacitly constructed as a legitimate and important site of 
securitised intervention.   
 
Asylum seeking women 
 Asylum seekers are constructed in domopolitical policies and discourses as a distinctly 
problematic group, because, in theory, their right to remain in the UK is not dependent upon 
GHPRQVWUDWLQJµQHROLEHUDO¶TXDOLWLHVEXWXSRQSURYLQJWKH\DUHDWULVNRIVHYHUHKXPDQULJKWV
violations.  As a consequence, they are subjected to especially repressive securitisation 
measures.  Thus, for example, since 2002, asylum seekers have been required to sign-in 
regularly at reporting centres; failure to do so could result in their immediate detention (Tyler 
2013). 6LPLODUO\XQGHUWKHSROLF\RIµGLVSHUVDO¶DJDLQVWDUWHGE\1HZ/DERXUasylum seekers 
must agree to live where the government places them in exchange for housing and basic 
financial support (Fekete 2001; Bloch and Schuster 2005; McGhee 2005; Hynes 2011).  In 
practice, asylum seekers often find themselves repeatedly relocated, which, as Gill (2009) 
points out, interrupts whatever relationships they had been able to form within a particular area 
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(see also McGhee 2005; Darling 2011; Hynes 2011).  This undermines asylum VHHNHUV¶DELOLW\
to form  networks of support, which makes them more vulnerable to deportation, while also 
reinforcing the narrative that asylum VHHNHUVDUHQRWµDWKRPH¶LQWKH8. 
 
These disciplinary measures have had a particular impact on pregnant asylum seekers 
DQGWKRVHZLWKFKLOGUHQ$VQRWHGDERYHWKHµERUGHUFKHFNV¶FRQGXFWHGDW1+6KRVSLWDOVDUH
primarily targeted at undocumenteGPLJUDQWZRPHQ LQFOXGLQJ µIDLOHG¶ asylum seekers.  In 
addition, pregnant asylum seekers are not exempt from dispersal and relocation, even where it 
means they will be moved far away from their doctor and medical support network late in their 
pregnancy (Feldman 2013). Indeed, this disciplining may be felt most acutely by pregnant 
women, and young mothers and their children. While being evicted is always very serious, it 
is especially catastrophic when the evicted person is a pregnant woman, scheduled to have 
labour induced that same day, as happened to one asylum seeker in Rotherham (Guiton 2012).  
Similarly, no one should be forced to live in unhygienic housing, but such conditions pose 
particularly severe risks to the health of babies and young children. Mothers of babies in asylum 
DFFRPPRGDWLRQKDYHQRWHGWKDWWKHLUFDUSHWVDUHVRGLUW\WKH\FDQ¶WSXWWKHLUEDE\GRZQRQ
the floor to play (Grayson 2012, 2015). In one such situation, a mother found a cockroach in 
KHUEDE\¶VERWWOH\HW*6WKHFRPSDQ\UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHZRPHQ¶VKRXVLQJUHIXVHGWRDFW
for months (Grayson 2012).  
 
 Furthermore, prior to the 2016 Immigration Act, pregnant women could be detained 
indefinitely; even now, they can still be detained for up to a week with ministerial permission.  
The medical care provided to pregnant women inside detention centres is grossly inadequate. 
Expecting Change, a report compiled by Medical Justice on the situation of pregnant women 
LQ <DUO¶V :RRG QRWHG WKDW UHVSRQGHQWV UHSRUWHG UDUHO\ VHHLQJ D PLGZLIH that routine 
screenings were missed, that medical personnel failed to identify high-risk pregnancies, and 
that in some cases, the standard of mental health provision was below that required by NICE 
guidelines (Tsangarides and Grant 2013).  The 2016 Immigration Act also removed the 
DXWRPDWLFULJKW WRJRYHUQPHQWILQDQFLDOVXSSRUWIURPµIDLOHG¶asylum seekers with children, 
leaving these children destitute.   
 
In short, various domopolitical policies, in particular, securitization measures, 
µGHORFDOL]HG¶ ERUGHU FKHFNV DQG GHQLDO RI ZHOIDUH VWDWH VXSSRUW KDYH UHVXOWHG LQ SUHJQDQW
asylum seekers and those with children being subject to conditions that would be considered 
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XQDFFHSWDEOHIRU8.FLWL]HQVRUPRUHµUHJXODU¶PLJUDQWV As with the Family Migration Rules, 
these policies are ostensibly gender-neutral. However, within the context of (neo)liberal 
discourses that construct women as responsible for the reprodXFWLRQDQGPDLQWHQDQFHRIµWKH
KRPH¶ZHVKRXOGQRWEHVXUSULVHGWKDWWKHLPSDFWRIWKHVHSROLFLHVPD\EHJHQGHUHG,QGHHG
it can be argued that gendered discourses of citizenship are in fact an unacknowledged, yet 
critical, element of these policies. Women on spousal visas, are disciplined to ensure they 
UHSURGXFH µJRRG¶QHROLEHUDO(QJOLVK-VSHDNLQJ µLQWHJUDWHG¶ FLWL]HQV %XW asylum seekers, I 
KDYHQRWHGDUHFRQVWUXFWHGLQGRPRSROLWLFVDVSDUWLFXODUO\XQGHVLUDEOHµJXHVWV¶ZKRFDQQRWEH
part of the neoOLEHUDO µQDWLRQDO KRPH¶  &RQVHTXHQWO\ LW FDQ EH DUJXHG WKDW GRPRSROLWLFDO
policies seek to discipline women asylum seekers so that they refrain from reproducing at all.   
 
Conclusion 
 Domopolitics both relies upon, and reinforces, (neo)liberal discourses of citizenship 
WKDWFRQVWUXFWZRPHQDVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHUHSURGXFWLRQRIERWKWKHµSULYDWH¶DQGWKHµQDWLRQDO¶
home.  While often superficially gender-neutral, domopolitical policies and discourses in fact 
FRQVWUXFW PLJUDQW ZRPHQ¶V UHSURGXFWLYH DFWLYLWLes as a necessary and legitimate site of 
securitised state intervention.  Walters (2004) uses domopolitics to describe the way in which 
the securitization of migration is underpinned by, and contributes to, the construction of a 
SDUWLFXODUNLQGRIµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶'RPRSROLWLFDOSROLFLHVGLVFLSOLQHPLJUDQWVLQWRSHUIRUPLQJ
µLGHDO¶ FLWL]HQVKLS DQG LQ GRLQJ VR SURGXFH GRPLQDQW GLVFRXUVHV RI QDWLRQDO LGHQWLW\ DQG
EHORQJLQJ  $W SUHVHQW GRPRSROLWLFDO SROLFLHV FRQVWUXFW WKH 8. DV WKH µQDWLRQDO KRPH¶ RI
(preferably white), economically productive, neoliberal citizens. Importantly, the concept of 
µKRPH¶KDVDSDUWLFXODUJHQHDORJ\ZLWKLQOLEHUDOGLVFRXUVHVRIFLWL]HQVKLS$VPateman (1989) 
FRQWHQGVWKHSROLWLFDOµSXEOLF¶VSKHUHRIOLEHUDOFLWL]HQVKLSLVFRQVWUXFWed in opposition to an 
DSROLWLFDO µSULYDWH¶ VSKHUH The public sphere has been coded as the domain of men, while 
ZRPHQKDYHEHHQUHOHJDWHGWRWKHSULYDWHµKRPH¶&RQVHTXHQWO\ZRPHQKDYHEHHQGHHPHG
responsible for the reproduction of both the private, and WKHµQDWLRQDO¶KRPH7KLVELQDU\KDV
persisted under neoliberalism, with women constructed as responsible for reproduction, even 
as these activities are devalued as economically non-productive.   
 
Once we situate domopolitical policies and discourses within this gendered 
construction of neoliberal citizenship, it is possible to identify the extent to which these policies 
DQGGLVFRXUVHVGLVFLSOLQHPLJUDQWZRPHQ¶VUHSURGXFWLYHDFWLYLWLHV 6HFXULWL]DWLRQPHDVXUHV
introduced by New Labour, such as the dispersal of asylum seekers, and immigration detention, 
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can be read as denying asylum seeking women particularly the basic resources needed for 
EHDULQJDQGUDLVLQJFKLOGUHQ7KHILJXUHRIWKHµSUHJQDQWPLJUDQW¶KDVVLPLODUO\EHHQDGRSWHG
by both politicians and WKHPHGLDDVWKUHDWHQLQJWKHVWDWHWKURXJKKHUµK\SHU-IHUWLOLW\¶DQGKHU
illegitimate use of the NHS. This culminated in pregnant migrants being particularly singled 
RXWIRUµLPPLJUDWLRQFKHFNV¶DWKRVSLWDOVDQGUHTXLUHGWRSURYHWKHLUULJKWWRDFFHVVIUHe care.  
More subtly, the 2012 Family Migration Rules can be understood as a tool of governmentality, 
SURGXFLQJ µUHVSRQVLEOH¶ PLJUDQW PRWKHUV ZKR ZLOO VSHDN (QJOLVK WKHUHE\ DLGLQJ LQ WKHLU
FKLOGUHQ¶VµLQWHJUDWLRQ¶DQGRQO\UDLVHFKLOGUHQZKHQWKH\FDQGR so without requiring state 
assistance. 
 
 7KHUHLVDVGLVFXVVHGDORQJKLVWRU\RIVWDWHDQ[LHW\DURXQGPLJUDQWZRPHQ¶VIHUWLOLW\
and reproductive practices (Luibhéid 2006, 2013; Gedalof 2007; Tyler 2010, 2013; Erel 2011).  
Indeed, immigration controls have, in the past, involved significant intrusions into migrant 
ZRPHQ¶VVH[XDODQGUHSURGXFWLYHSUDFWLFHV± QRWDEO\IRUH[DPSOHWKHµYLUJLQLW\WHVWV¶IRUFLEO\
conducted on South Asian women immigrating for marriage in the late 1970s (Samantrai 2002; 
Smith and Marmo 2014).   What is novel about recent policies is the intensity, and the dispersed 
nature, of the disciplinary and surveillance regimes to which migrant women are subjected.  It 
LVQRORQJHUVXIILFLHQWWRµSURYH¶\RXUPDUULDJHLVµJHQXLQH¶ZKHQDSSlying for a spousal visa 
± you now have to re-apply for the visa after 30 months, learn English, and maintain a minimum 
income, rising in line with any children you may have, for 5 years.  Border checks are no longer 
at the territorial border, but spread across various locations and institutions ± hospitals, banks, 
workplaces ± often, as Gedalof  (2007) points out, the very places where we look for support 
in building a home.   
 
 7KLV VHFXULWLVDWLRQ RI PLJUDQW ZRPHQ¶V UHSURGXFWLYH SUDFWLFHV LV OLNHO\ WR LQWensify. 
Xenophobia and nationalism are on the increase in both UK government policy, and in wider 
public discourse.  A promise to reduce immigration was a major factor in the victory of the 
µ/HDYH¶VLGHLQWKH(8UHIHUHQGXP(Ashcroft 2016). Following the referendum, there was 
a significant increase in reported racist and xenophobic hate crime (Weaver 2016), and it is not 
yet clear on what terms EU migrants currently living in the UK will be allowed to stay (BBC 
News 2016a).  The securitisation of migration is also intensifying: it was recently revealed that 
the NHS has handed over patient records to the Home Office, in order to help the latter track 
down overstayers (Travis 2017).  Moreover, in 2016, the government began taking steps to 
expand the border into schools, another key site of state support in social reproduction.  Since 
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2FWREHUWKHVFKRROFHQVXVKDVDVNHGSDUHQWVWRSURYLGHLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHLUFKLOGUHQ¶s 
country of birth and nationality. For now, this information is sought on a voluntary basis, and 
parents are free to refuse (Department for Education 2016).  However, the Department of 
Education has agreed to share data with the Home Office, to help them locate families with 
whom the Home Office has lost coQWDFW DQG µFUHDWH D KRVWLOH HQYLURQPHQW¶ IRU LUUHJXODU
migrants (ABC, 2016; Gayle 2016).  ,QFUHDVLQJO\VHFXULQJWKHµQDWLRQDOKRPH¶PHDQVVWDWH
LQWHUYHQWLRQ LQWR WKH SULYDWH µKRPH¶.  We must maintain a gendered perspective on 
domopolitics to fully appreciate the origins of this shift, and its material and discursive 
consequences. 
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